. MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor McGrath and Members of City Council

FROM: Frank Bruno, City Manager
' Stephanie Grainger, Deputy City Manager .
Jean Gatza, Community Sustainability Coordinator

DATE: January 3, 2008
SUBJECT: January 15,2008 Study Session on the 2007 Community Dialogue Initiative

I. PURPOSE

This study session is intended to provide City Council with the results and final reports for both

of the 2007 community dialogue components: the community survey and community dialogue
meetings. | )

The 2007 community dialogue initiative was comprised of two parallel approaches and processes
— a community survey and dialogue meetings (Meetings-in-a-Box — MIB). Council identified the
purpose of the community dialogue initiative as: fo become attuned to the opinions and needs of
the community, including those who don't typically participate in city government, on a broad
range of issues and to help identify the desires for the future ‘look and feel’ of Boulder.

The dual approach to the initiative was to include the survey as a scientifically valid sample of
randomly selected people and complement this information with the dialogue meetings to garner
more qualitative information targeting segments of the population that do not typically
participate in traditional outreach efforts. Both efforts were intended to gather initial information
about what issues are important to people that would inform additional more in-depth
engagement or public process to find out more about why and what the city could do to address
these issues.

Both respondents of the survey and dialogue participants rated quality of life in Boulder very
high (91-95%) however the reports show that there are several issues of concern to people in
Boulder. Some of the issues raised were similar in both the survey and dialogue meetings, but
there were different issues raised by the dialogue meeting participants than those rated of
importance on the survey. The open-ended nature of the dialogue meetings allowed for
participants to raise any issue of importance, where the survey typically included lists of topics
or issues for respondents to rate. '

Attachment A includes three tables comparing the responses to key questions from both the
survey and dialogue meetings in a box (MIB). The summary reports for both processes are
included in Attachment B (Survey) and Attachment C (Meetings-in-a-Box). Attachment D
includes a brief ‘Capsule Report’ summarizing the Meeting in a Box results that will be
distributed to dialogue participants.
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IL. QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL
1. Does Council have questions about the community survey or dialogue process or
results? ‘ .
2. What additional information would be useful to Council regarding either the
community survey or community dialogue meetings?
3. Does City Council have guidance for staff on potential next steps?

III. BACKGROUND .

At the 2006 City Council retreat, interest was expressed in furthering the city’s social
sustainability goals and outreach processes and Council members introduced the idea of a
community dialogue process. Council’s interest was in hearing from the community about the

issues and concerns it thinks the city should address. Over the next year and a half, the process
was further defined.

The first phase of the community dialogue initiative was comprised of two approaches and
processes — a community survey and dialogue meetings (“meetings-in-a-box”). The purpose of
combining these efforts was to provide a complete picture of community values and issues. The
survey provides a scientifically based, quantifiable random sample of responses. The dialogue
meetings provide qualitative responses from many groups and individuals in the community,
focusing on those who do not typically engage with city government or to “fill gaps’ of public
input.

The first phase of the community dialogue effort was envisioned as an incremental step toward
connecting with those residents who are hard to reach or who don't typically participate in local
government decision-making processes. The purpose was to hear from the community and
engage with them in a very different way than had been done to date. It was envisioned to be the
beginning of ongoing engagement process where the city will continue to engage the community,
build new relationships to inform future processes so the city can continue the relationships, and
to emphasize Boulder's intention to become a more inclusive community. The reports were to be
used as reference documents to inform future policy and decision making, including processes,
strategic plans, master plans and city priorities through the business plan process.

Two consultants were selected to assist in these efforts: National Research Center (NRC) for the
survey and KezziahWatkins, for the dialogue meetings. The consultants worked with staff and
City Council to develop a coordinated approach to meet the goals of the initiative, building on
the strengths inherent in the different types of community engagement. The list of questions to be
used for both venues was crafted with input from City Council, boards and commissions, and

city staff.

The community survey was mailed to over 3,000 households and also over 400 CU students
living in on-campus dormitories. The survey included many questions that have been asked on
previous surveys (baseline questions) and continue an established trend line. In addition, some
new topics specific to this community dialogue initiative were also included. The response rate
was between 26 % and 30% and according to NRC this is a good rate of response return for the
survey. The best practices for administering a survey were conducted and NRC considers the
results of the survey to be highly reliable data representing the views of the community.
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The meetings-in-a-box (MIB) were small, self-directed group meetings hosted by individuals,
organizations, groups or businesses without elected officials, staff or facilitators present. These
meetings were used to explore topics related to the beliefs, values and experiences of
participants. The staff worked with individuals and groups to recruit hosts and solicit interest in
the project. We targeted specific groups that do not traditionally participate in public processes
but worked with many groups and individuals to get a wide range of people part101pat1ng
Twenty seven meetings were held.

Both the survey and the MIBs were geared to reach under-represented populations. Many of the
dialogue meetings were held by groups including non-English speaking residents and students.
Also, both an English and Spanish version of the survey was mailed to each randomly-selected
household. '

IV. ISSUES/ANALYSIS

What We Heard From the Two Reports

Generally the survey and dialogue responses about quality of life in Boulder were positive: both

respondents of the survey and dialogue participants rated quality of life in Boulder very high (91-

95% “good” or “very good”) as well as high ratings for the quality of neighborhoods (82-90%
“good” or “very good”). Ratings of ‘overall city govemment operations’ had 71% respondmg
Very good” or “good” which is higher than prev1ous survey results.

Tables comparing responses to key questions for both the survey and meetings are included in
Attachment A. The City of Boulder 2007 Community Survey Report of Results is included in
Attachment B. It provides an overview of the results by issue area as well as tables outlining the
results by geographic area and demographic subgroups. The Community Dialogue: Meetings in a
Box Summary Report is included in Attachment C and includes results of all participants but also
breaks out the information by: ‘General Community Groups’, ‘Spanish Language / Immigrant
Interest Groups’ and ‘University of Colorado Students Groups’.

Both reports present a wealth of information that will be important for all areas of city
government. A few issues or items of interest are listed below. Please note that this is just a
“sampling of many issues evaluated and the full survey report and community dialogue summary
report should be reviewed to obtain a complete picture of the results and many of the issues
identified will require additional outreach to find out why people responded the way they did.

e Input regarding cost of living, raising children and youth, race relations and safety
expressed in the MIBs was different and more critical than the information received from
survey respondents. This is consistent with the public input received when developing the
Social Sustainability Strategic Plan (available on the city’s website under Community
Sustainability). Although many efforts are currently underway to address these concerns
and issues, these results indicate that more work could be done in these areas. Ata
minimum, greater outreach with the community can be done about the city’s anti-bias
hotline, anti-bias ordinance, Human Relations Commission, and services/programs and
opportunities available to provide a “safe” place for members of the community to
communicate with the city. (
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37% of survey respondents rated race relations in Boulder as “very good” or “good” and
for MIB participants between 16% and 21% rated “very good” or “good” with Spanish
Language / Immigrant Interests groups at 16%. Lack of diversity was frequently noted in
the MIB responses and people indicated that Boulder’s social climate is not welcoming to
people of diverse backgrounds or beliefs. Among survey respondents, 74% of non-
Hispanic white respondents indicated they feel “very safe” or “somewhat safe” from
discrimination due to race or ethnic background, however 54% of those with other ethnic
backgrounds indicate they feel safe from racial or ethnic discrimination.

60% of survey respondents feel that there are “somewhat too few” or “far too few” job
opportunities in Boulder and participants in the MIB said that protecting or assisting local
businesses as well as increasing the availability of jobs is a primary concern. 74% of
survey respondents consider “providing assistance to businesses to keep them in
Boulder” to be “very or somewhat important.”

People’s comments in the MIBs indicated they wanted to be heard by local government,
appreciated this opportunity and hoped that the city will act on their issues. 37% of
survey respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that “most elected officials care what

, people like me think”. As we use this information and develop next steps for additional

engagement, it will be important to demonstrate to the public that City Council and city
staff have heard people’s values and issues raised in these forums and that the city will
act on them.

98% of survey respondents have access to a computer and 98% of those have access to
the internet (overall 96% have access to the internet). 65% had accessed the city website
in the past year (up from 35% in 2001) indicating that many Boulderites can and do
access city information from the website. 72% indicated that they would be hkely to
obtain information from the city of Boulder website if they were interested in an issue.

The survey included three questions about key policy issues intended to be a ‘pulse check’ on the
city’s approach to these issues. These included:

Options for the Planning Reserve

72 % of respondents “strongly support” or “somewhat support” the statement “do not
annex these lands; there is enough room for redevelopment within city limits.” On other
options listed for potential uses for which to annex and develop the planning reserve,
respondents indicated varying degrees of support (e.g. 64% indicated support for
annexing the planning reserve for development of cultural institutions.)

Prairie dog management
70% of respondents expressed agreement that “the city spends too much money trying to
relocate and contain prairie dogs” and three quarters agreed at least somewhat that “it is

~ unrealistic to control prairie dogs without the use of human extermination methods.”

Residential home expansions (“pops” & “scrapes”)
The responses to all the statements offered regarding this issue present a wide range of
views and also reflect the multi-faceted nature of this issue. For example: 70% of survey
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respondents indicate agreement that “home expansions are good for the community
because they update the housing” but also 58% indicate agreement that “home

expansions are a problem because they reduce the amount of housing that is affordable to
low and moderate income people.”

At the study session, staff can discuss With Council the next steps for fdcusing on items from
both the survey and MIBs with which people expressed the most dissatisfaction or were of
greatest concern.

Observations About The Outreach Methods And Participation

NRC received 870 completed surveys; a 30% response rate which is considered good by the
survey consultant. Very few Spanish responses.to the survey were received. Even though we did
not receive many responses, staff feels it was useful to include a Spanish language version of the -
survey and continuing efforts to engage and reach out to non-English speaking residents is
important to continue to build trust and awareness that the 01ty seeks the views of the entire
community, especially those that do not typically participate in traditional means. This also
indicates the need to provide other outreach efforts that specifically engage non-English speakers
and other typically under-represented populations. '

There were twenty seven completed dialogue meetings. The meeting-in-a-box method worked
well for typically under-participating groups or parts of the community (e.g. immigrants, non-
English speaking). This was the first time this method was used and as the community becomes
more aware that the city is doing different kinds of outreach, it may result in more interest and
support if used again for other processes.

CONCLUSION / NEXT STEPS -

As crafted in August 2007, the community survey and meetings-in-a-box were intended to be the
first phase of a continuing effort to engage the community. The results of both efforts provide a
rich source of insight into the priority issues and concerns of Boulder residents. As originally
designed, these insights would inform the type of information and specific issue areas that City
Council may want to address or discuss with the public in the next phase of the community
dialogue.

For the second phase, the dialogue consultants had proposed what they term ‘community
connector’ meetings which are organized similarly to the meetings-in-a-box where groups,
organizations or individuals invite attendees to small meetings, but instead of the meetings being
self-directed, they would include a staff presentation on a specific topic or set of topics and allow
for a more complex discussion with questions and answers. Community connector meetings are
similar to meetings-in-a-box in that they are personally hosted by individuals, organizations,

_ groups or businesses and may be targeted to hard to reach populations, but they are used to

solicit informed judgment from participants rather than opinion. They are led and documented by

facilitators, with information presented in advance (i.e., fact sheets or other written materials) or

presented by staff, where appropriate. However, since this direction was set by the prior City
Council, staff wants to check in with council on whether it would like to consider this outreach

method or others that may be more appropriate to address and inform the issues it feels need to
be further addressed.
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The summary reports have been distributed to staff throughout the organization and to the public
via the city’s website. We will work to further explore issues raised by the community to identify
issues or areas where we need additional public engagement and outreach efforts to more fully
understand why people said what they did.

City Council initiatives often have their own public processes. Both the MIB or community
connector meeting format could be used for specific topics if appropriate. As City Council and
staff considers key issues and projects in 2008, we may be able to tailor public processes and
outreach efforts that are already anticipated to further explore key issues or concerns raised in the
survey and dialogue meetings. Potential efforts include:

e Housing and Human Services (HHS), Division of Housing Affordable Housing Goals
Dialogue. This effort will report on progress on the affordable housing goals, evaluate the
current policies, programs and priorities and include at least one broad forum and several
focus groups with relevant stakeholders;

e Work by boards and commissions such as the Climate Action Plan Advisory Group,
Immigrant Advisory Committee, the Subcommittee on Inclusiveness and Diversity or the

J county-wide Human Services Strategic Plan;

e Area Planning efforts or the major update to the BVCP which would begin in 2009;

e Recycling and composting or climate action plan efforts; or

e Transit Village Area Plan Implementation.

~ If City Council would like to specifically discuss additional outreach efforts to more fully
explore some of the results of the survey or dialogue meetings, this may be a good topic for the
its upcoming retreat, an additional study session, a regular Council business meeting, or at a
Community Sustainability Committee meeting if that structure/forum continues.

SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT AND IMPACTS: . .

e Economic: There are no direct economic impacts or benefits to the community from the
information presented in the reports. The results of the community dialogue efforts and
the information in the community survey may influence decision-making regarding the
city budget and Boulder’s economic vitality efforts.

¢ Environmental: There are no direct environmental impacts or benefits from the
information presented in the reports. However, as with council’s economic assessment,
the results of the community dialogue initiative include issues that may affect decision-
making as it relates to environmental sustainability.

e Social: The main purpose of the community dialogue was to conduct a public outreach
effort with the entire community but with a special focus on under-represented residents,
ensuring engagement of a broad spectrum of the community. Longer term benefits will be
to develop relationships with people or groups who are typically not involved in city
processes. More diverse representation on issues affecting residents should lead to more
effective long term policy decisions. The city received positive feedback from MIB
participants about this outreach effort. For some it was the first time they had participated
in a city sponsored community meeting and they appreciated the opportunity to share
their perspectives in a safe forum.
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Many of the issues raised by the dialogue participants indicate that there are significant
concerns in the community about race relations, the social and political climate and
access to services. This information will help staff and decision-makers shape goals,
policies and work plans.

OTHER IMPACTS:

e TFiscal: $100,000 was budgeted for the community dialogue (survey and meetings) in
2007. Following year-end accounting close, staff will have more information on
remaining funds for additional outreach in 2008 due to delaying the ‘community
connector’ meetings from the first phase of the effort.

o

. ATTACHMENTS:

A: Tables comparing issues

B: Community Survey Report by National Research Center (NRC) ‘

C: Community Dialogue, Meetings in a Box Summary Report by KezziahWatkins
D: Community Dialogue, Meetings in a Box Capsule Report

~
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